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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

The amendment, filed 4/02/2008, has been entered and acknowledge by the 
Examiner. Claims 1-20 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, filed 4/02/2008, have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Issue I. The Applicants argues (point A) that claim 1 (also the same as B to F 
arguments), as amended, is allowable over the cited art for at least the reason that 
neither Horvitz nor Addison, alone or in combination, discloses, teaches, or suggests a 
"method comprising.., generating a phonetic equivalent of the word from the email 
message" as recited in claim 1, as amended. 

Response I. The Examiner would like to point out that a combination of both 
references discloses method comprising generating a phonetic equivalent of the word 
form the email message. In fact, generating and tokenization to produce token 
equivalents and content classification equivalents from email messages are disclosed 
(Horvitz, col. 4, lines 40-46). In addition, parsing and generating words and text as 
phonetic equivalents and tokenization are also taught (Addison, U [001 1]). For the 
motivation as provided, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine both references to produce the predictable 
results. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 , 4-9 and 11-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) unpatentable over 
Horvitz etal. (US Pat. 6,161,130), hereinafter Horvitz, in view of Addison etal. (US Pub 
2003/0144842), hereinafter Addison. 

Regarding claims 1 , 8-9 & 15, Horvitz teaches a method comprising the steps of: 
receiving an email message having a word from the email message (i.e. receiving 
incoming message stream, abstract); 

tokenizing the equivalent of the word to generate a token representative of the 
phonetic equivalent (i.e. tokenizing to as words, letters, and other character strings, 
col. 11,11.55-65); and 

determining a spam probability from the generated token (col. 8, II. 55-67; col. 13, 
11.5-15); 

but does not explicitly disclose generating a phonetic equivalent of the word (i.e. 
breaking each input message into its constituent tokens, col. 1 1 , II. 48-56); 

However, in the same field of generating phonetic words, Addison discloses 
generating a phonetic equivalent of the word flj [001 1], phonetically parsed using 
phonetic parsing rule). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate determining a spam probability taught by Horvitz into 
generating token phonetic words taught by Addison to filter text and the sequence in 
response to the context and changes manipulated by spammers. 

in response to determining the spam probability from the generated token, 
assigning whether the token exists in a database of tokens (Figure 3A, '303 and '370'; 
SVM classifier updates and/or assigns probabilistic measure to the tokens); 

in response to determining that the token exists in the database of tokens, 
assigning a probability value indicative of spam to the token (Horvitz, Figure 3A, '303 
and '370'). 

in response to determining that the token does not exist in the database of 
tokens, updating a probability value indicative of spam to the token (Figure 3A, '303 
and '370'). 

Regarding claims 4, 1 1 and 17, Horvitz in view of Addison further teaches the 
method of claims 1, 9 and 15, wherein the step of determining the spam probability 
comprises: assigning a spam probability value to the token; and generating a Bayesian 
probability value using the spam probability value assigned to the token (Horvitz, col. 8, 
II. 63-67; col. 13, II. 10-15). 

Regarding claims 5, 12 and 18, Horvitz in view of Addison teaches the method of 
claims 4, 1 1 and 17, wherein the step of determining the spam probability further 
comprises: comparing the generated Bayesian probability value with a predefined 
threshold value (Horvitz, abstract). 
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Regarding claims 6, 13 and 19, Horvitz in view of Addison further teaches the 
method of claims 5, 12 and 18, wherein the step of determining the spam probability 
further comprises: categorizing the email message as spam in response to the 
Bayesian probability value being greater than the predefined threshold (Horvitz, col. 13, 
II. 60-67). 

Regarding claims 7, 14 and 20, Horvitz in view of Addison further teaches the 
method of claims 5, 12 and 18, wherein determining the spam probability further 
comprises: categorizing the email message as non-spam in response to the Bayesian 
probability value being not greater than the predefined threshold (Horvitz, col. 13, II. 60- 
67). 

Claims 2-3, 10 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Horvitz in view of Addison, and in further view of Sahami et al. 
(A Bayesian approach to Filtering Junk E-mail), hereinafter Sahami. 

Regarding claims 2, 10 and 16, Horvitz in view of Addison teaches the method of 
claims 1 , 9 and 1 5, wherein the step of generating the phonetic equivalent of the word 
comprises: identifying a string of characters, the string of characters including a non- 
alphabetic characters (col. 11, II. 55-65, punctuation mark or the like; col. 8, line 20-30. 
non-word distinctions); and 

While Horvitz teaches removing all features that appear less times, Horvitz in 
view of Addison do not explicitly teach removing the non-alphabetic character from the 
string of characters. However, in the same field of endeavor, Sahami shows removing 
the non-alphabetic character (non-alphanumeric characters, Figure 2) from the string of 



Application/Control Number: 10/685,558 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2163 

characters (eliminate words/strings that having little resolving power in email; p. 3 col. H 
1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the disclosure of Horvitz in view of Addison with that of 
Sahami to uniquely reduce the features set for comparison to improve message spam 
identifications. 

Regarding claim 3, Horvitz in view of Addison and further in view of Sahami 
teach the method of claim 2, wherein the step of removing the non-alphabetic character 
comprises: locating a non-alphabetic character within the string of characters, the non- 
alphabetic character (non-alphanumeric characters [Sahami, Figure 2] or punctuation 
marks or the like [Horvitz, col. 8, II. 20-30] encompasses all the character strings below) 
being at least one selected from the group consisting of: " (quote); * (single quote); ! 
(exclamation mark); @ (at); # (pound); $ (dollar); % (percent); [circumflex over ( )] 
(caret); & (ampersand); * (asterisk); ( (open parenthesis); ) (close parenthesis); .sub.~ 
(underscore); - (hyphen); + (plus); = (equal); .backslash, (backslash); / (slash); ? 
(question mark); (space); (tab); [ (open square bracket); ] (close square bracket); [ 
(open bracket); ] (close bracket); < (less than); > (greater than); , (comma); : (colon); ; 
(semi-colon); and . (period). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to TUAN-KHANH PHAN whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-3047. The examiner can normally be reached on 4/5/9. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571-272-1834. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
TKP 

/Hung T Vy/ 
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